housed within an entirely different college from Economics departments. This gives rise to the possibility that despite sharing similar disciplinary training, conducting similar research, teaching many similar courses, and desiring to publish in many of the same journals, economists belonging to economics and agricultural economics departments might facing significantly different salary structures, even within the same institution. Yet, little is known about the potential differences in the salary structures between economics and agricultural economics departments.
Potential differences between salary structures are important because rational agents respond to the incentives provided by the remuneration systems they face at their places of employment and are therefore more likely to participate in those activities for which they receive the highest relative return. For academics, an interesting focus of this line of research is the economic return to measurable aspects of the publication process. Previous studies have estimated salary structures separately for economics and agricultural economics programs, finding differences in the estimated return to publishing in different quality outlets and the return to sole-and co-authored articles (Hilmer and Hilmer, 2005; Moore, Turnbul, and Newman, 2001; Sauer 1988, etc.) . While such studies have been informative, differences in time-frames, schools included in samples, etc. have precluded direct comparisons between economics and agricultural economics departments. This study is the first to empirically assess the difference between the prevailing salary structures in economics and agricultural economics departments at public institutions in the United States.
Data
One of the primary reasons that such a study has never been conducted is likely the fact that individual salary information seems rather difficult to come by. This does not have to be the case, however, as the 1966 Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) gave citizens the power to request a substantial amount of information from federal government files. While the law did not apply to state governments, most states have since enacted their own FOIA policies that enable citizens to request state government records. As such, it should be possible to compile faculty salary data on the vast majority of public universities in the U.S. Hence, beyond the legwork involved, there is little to prevent a researcher from compiling a comprehensive data set that enables the comparison between the salary structures within economics and agricultural economics departments at the majority of public institutions in the U.S.
An important difference between economics and agricultural economics programs is that the latter serve an extension purpose in addition to the traditional teaching and research focus served by economics programs. As such, while we recognize the importance of the three-part mission of land-grant institutions, in order to make the most apt comparison between department types, we limit our focus to those agricultural economics faculty with teaching/research appointments. We note that this approach is standard in the literature and has been employed before by Kinnucan and Traxler, Simpson and Steele, and others. We further limit our sample to top Ph.D.-granting agricultural economics programs and we define such programs as those being included among Perry's (2004) Penn State refusing to provide data. An important concern in salary determination is the relative "quality" of the different programs represented in our sample. As mentioned above, our quality measure for agricultural economics programs comes from Perry's (2004) rankings and we define tier 1 programs as those having a reputation ranking above 4.0, tier 2 programs as those having a reputation ranking between 3.0 and 4.0, and tier 3 programs as those having a reputation ranking between 2.0 and 3.0. Our quality measure for economics programs is based on the 1993 National Research Council rankings of the top 106 Ph.D.-granting economics departments in the U.S. and we define tier 1 programs as those being ranked in the top 30, tier 2 programs as those being ranked between 31 and 60, and tier 3 as being those ranked 61 or below.
The remaining individual-specific data are collected from multiple other publiclyavailable sources. Gender and current academic rank are determined from departmental websites and/or individual homepages. Individual-specific peer-reviewed publication data through 2007 are collected from Econlit, which is the American Economic Association's bibliography of economics literature throughout the world. The database currently contains information on articles published in more than 700 journals, including all the major field and general interest economics journals. To account for potential differences in the quality and/or likely importance of different publications, we distinguish between five different types of publications: (1) Top 36 economics journals according to Scott and Mitias (1996) 1 ; (2) other economics journals; (3) core agricultural economics journals according to Perry (2004) (5) other agricultural economics journals.
Summary Statistics
Table 1 presents the 23 programs for which we have data according to whether they are ranked as tier 1, tier 2, or tier 3 programs within the economics and agricultural economics distributions. Overall, the entries suggest that institutions tend to have similarly ranked economics and agricultural economics programs. In particular, of the 5 institutions having tier 1 agricultural economics programs, 2 also have tier 1 economic programs while the remaining three have tier 2 economics programs. Likewise, of the 6 institutions with tier 1 economics programs, 2 have tier 1 agricultural economics programs while the remaining 4 have tier 2 agricultural economics programs. At the opposite end of the spectrum, among the 9 institutions with tier 3 agricultural economics programs, 8 also have tier 3 economics programs while 9 of the 10 institutions with tier 3 economics programs also have tier three agricultural economics programs. programs. Combined, the higher percentage of assistant professors and the lower percentage of associate professors within tier 1 programs might suggest that elite programs view the decision to tenure faculty more in terms of the opportunity cost of not replacing the individual with a newlyminted Ph.D. who might prove to be a future star.
Turning to average salaries, across the board the average annual salaries of economics department members are higher than the average annual salaries of agricultural economics department members. For tier 1 and tier 2 programs, the difference in average annual salaries between economists and agricultural economists increases with academic rank, from roughly $7,000 to $9,000 for assistant professors to roughly $22,000 to $23,500 for full professors.
Given that full professors have likely published much more in their careers than assistant professors, this suggests that highly ranked economics programs may well be more likely to financially reward publishing success than agricultural economics programs. Table 3 presents average publication statistics across program tier and current academic rank. In general, looking across academic ranks, while tier 1 agricultural economics faculty average more total publications than tier 1 economics faculty, tier 1 economics faculty average significantly more top 36 economics articles while tier 1 agricultural economics faculty average significantly more core, regional, and other agricultural economics articles. This wide disparity in publishing patterns suggests that faculty members may well be responding to differences in respective salary structures in terms of determining where to aim their publishing efforts.
Empirical Results
The goal of our empirical work is to explain the factors that affect the annual salaries of members of economics and agricultural economics departments in the U.S. The standard approach to addressing this question is to estimate log annual salary regressions that control for different factors that are likely related to an individual's current annual salary. As mentioned above, we expect an individual's current annual salary to be a function of his or her gender, international status, the quality of program to which the individual belongs, and the publishing success that the individual has had. As such, the econometric model to be estimated can be written as, squared, and ε i is the error term. In order to be able to control for different tiers of schools, T i is a vector that accounts for tier 1 and tier 2 programs in either agricultural economics or economics departments. The P i is a vector that contains measures of journal quality including top 36 economics journals, other economics journals, core agricultural economics journals, regional agricultural economics journals, and other agricultural economics journals. Our a priori expectation is that faculty members in higher ranked departments will be paid more and articles published in more prestigious journals should have a more significant positive effect on an individual's earnings. Table 4 presents the results of estimating basic log annual salary regressions. The first two columns present the simplest possible specifications that control only for the individual characteristics of gender and international status. These results suggest that without controlling for anything else, males earn roughly 7 percent more than females in both disciplines while international faculty earn roughly 4 percent less in economics departments. The fact that the Rsquare for these regressions is roughly .04 suggest that these individual characteristics explain very little of the difference in annual salary for economists and agricultural economists. for an agricultural economist at the same point. While we recognize that that the estimated Rsquare is far from the be all end all of statistical measures, it does provide some information as to the amount of variation in annual salaries that we are able to explain. In this case, adding this one relatively simple control for experience appears to substantially increase the explanatory power of our regressions. The fact that the degree of increase is quiet different for economists and agricultural economists suggests a structural difference in salary structures between the two disciplines. In particular, the estimated R-square for the regression increases more than 6-fold for agricultural economists and less than 3-fold for economists and after included the years since Ph.D. measures we are able to explain roughly one-third of the variation in agricultural economics salaries but less than one-sixth of the variation in economics salaries. In other words, it appears that agricultural economics department reward experience at a much greater rate than economics departments.
The final two columns indicate that add controls for the quality tier to which the individual's program belongs. Doing so increases the estimated R-square for agricultural economics by roughly one-third while it increases the value for economics more than two and a half times. Given that an individual's observed program rank is likely related to his or her research productivity and prominence within the profession, this disparity suggests that economics salaries are likely more dependent on research productivity. Holding our individual characteristics constant, agricultural economists in tier 1 and tier 2 programs average annual salaries that are 11 and 3 percent higher, respectively, than those earned by agricultural economists on in tier 3 programs. For economists, the average annual salaries of tier 1 and tier 2 faculty average nearly 21 percent and nearly 8 percent more than those of tier 3 faculty. Again, the fact that the estimated returns to belonging to more highly ranked programs are twice as large for economics as for agricultural economics suggests that relative standing within the profession likely plays a much greater role in salary determination for economists than for agricultural economists. area of agreement appears to be other economics articles for which we estimate statistically significant associations of .15 to .2 percent between each additional article and current annual salary for both economics and agricultural economics. Comparing the estimated R-square for these regressions to those in the previous regression that did not control for publication statistics again highlights underlying differences between salary determination in the two disciplines.
Specifically, adding the publication controls increases the estimated R-square for agricultural economics by 20 percent and increases the estimated R-square for economics by more than 34 percent. Moreover, the value of the number itself is now larger in magnitude for economics than for agricultural economics. In other words, it appears that differences in current annual salary are determined to a greater degree by differences in published research in economics than agricultural economics.
A potential concern with the above estimates is that current annual salaries likely have a large institutional component that might be common across different departments. One of the advantages of our data set is that we possess salaries for both economics and agricultural economics departments on the same campuses. Hence, we should be able to control for at least some of the potential institutional components by including university fixed-effects. Table 6 presents the results of adding university dummy variables to our previous regression. Doing so has little effect on the estimated coefficients for economics but does significantly change some of our estimates for agricultural economics. Specifically, after adding the university dummies, the estimated effect of belonging to a tier 2 program instead of a tier 3 program goes from being a marginally significant 1.9 percent to a statistically significant -6.2 percent. At the same time, the estimated effect of each additional regional agricultural economics journal goes from being a statistically insignificant .06 percent to being a statistically significant .31 percent. A possible explanation for this change is that there are certain tier 3 agricultural economics programs that pay disproportionately high current annual salaries to individual who have published a disproportionate number of articles in regional agricultural economics journals. Finally, we note that after adding our controls for individual characteristics, program tiers, published research, and university fixed-effects we are able to explain nearly sixty percent of the variation in current annual salaries for both disciplines.
Conclusions
This goal of this research has been to examine if there are differences in the pay structures between agricultural economics and economics departments. We find that on average salaries in economics departments are higher than salaries in agricultural economics departments.
Not surprisingly, across all tiers and ranks economics departments publish more top 36 articles and agricultural economics departments publish more core, regional, and other agricultural economics journals. Publication patterns for other economics journals are very similar across tiers for assistant and associate professors while full professors in economics departments publish more other economics articles. Regression results suggest that years since Ph.D.
explains a greater proportion of salaries in agricultural economics departments while the tier of school explains a great proportion of salaries structure in economics departments. Regression results also suggest that the returns to publications in top 36 and other economics journals is higher in economics departments while publications in core and regional agricultural economics journals is more highly rewarded in agricultural economics departments. 
